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EXECITIVE SUMMARY

The project manager in }he'Department of Defense has baen character-
ized at the Defense Systems Management School as fitting into the Depart-
ment of Defense orzanizational hierarchy within one éf the Military De-
partments. The inlegrative role of Defense Agencies would appear to
make it feasible to use project managers within thaese agencies as well
as ilitary Departnents. The purpose of this study is to investigage the
rationale for establisning project managers at Defense Agencies through
identifying suci: project managers, ldentifying reasons for and against
establishing such managers within Defense Agencies rataner taan .ilitary
Depart:ents and identifying problems encountered with this approach.

Tne study was undertaken with two assuwpntions: *hat prcject :anagers
for .ajor defense syste.s are chartered or otuerv'se clearly designated;
and tnat the nunber of major program nanarers at Defense Agencies is suf-
ficiently larze to warrant characterization of oroject managesent at tnat
level in terus of tleir characteristic ..ode of operation, proble:c en-
counterzd and types of successes ind railures.

No researc: addressing the feasibiliiy of c:.arterin~ project sanagers
for major defense syste.s at Jefense Agencies coull be located.

A searcn U r-~uy' tie Defense Docunintaticon Tenter and Defense “ystems
anagesantl 5cnovl Records as well as liaison with the office of the Secre-
tary of Defence, tue De’ense Intelligence Agency, Defenss Nuclear igency,

National Security Agency and Defense Ceoinunications Agency identified

1is
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only cne project manager for a major def« 1se system who was not located
within a Military Department: The Defense Satellite Communications Program
Phase II Project Manager at the Defense Communications Agency. He inte-
grates the efforts of an Army project manager for the earth terminal sub-
system and an Air Force project maniger for the spacé subsystem, and is
chartered by the Deputy Secretary of Defense. While project management

is practiced at Defense Agencies, it is characteristically done without a
forsal charter. Major systewus acguisition responsibility is assigned by
Defense Agencies to a project manager in one of the Military Departments.

Rationale for c.artering a project manager at a Defense Agency may be
grouped into tne following categories: (1) A project manager at an Agency
has a broader view; (2) A project manager at an Agency has fewer procedu-
ral hurdles between nimself and office of tre Secretary of Defense decisicn
makers; anl (3) A»pointment of a project manager for a projsct which is
an inherent responsibility of an Agency within that Agency avolds fragnentw
ing managenent responsibilities.

Rationale for re-ruiring all project managers to be witzin Xilitary De..
pirtments may be grouped into the followinz categories: (1) Appointing
project mainagers wi.hin Delense Agencies is likely to result in fail-
utilize the strusture and expertise in syste.is acquisition giined by
Military Dopart.ents; and (2) Streamlined coordination channels can re-
sult in incomplets coordination.

Based on the saxplé size of one Defense Agency project nanagér. the

Dafense satelllte Zo.. unications Prograrn Pnase II Project llanager at the

iv



Defense Communications Agency, problens may be grouped as follows:

(1) Cost growth; (2) Schedule slip{ (3) Technical perforrmance; and

(4) Political. The cost, schedule and technical performance problems
generally originated in the subsystem projects being managed by Military
Departmen£ project managers, and are therefore independent of the level

of the project manager. It is also likely that the political problems
would have been encountered regardless o' the level of <he project ranager
within the DoD organizational hierarchy.

This study has scown that: (1) Char-ered project wanagers for uajor
defense systews are aliost exclusively located at ilitary Departuent level;
(2) That a project manager siould e vpliced at a Defense Agency only if
his function directly overlaps tie Agency's [unction and managerent frag-
nentation and/or service rivalry would res:lt froa nis establishasas with-
in a Military Departaenty 2ni (3) The number of ilentificble mijor de-
fense sysiem prozrans managers al Defense AzZenclies is not =sufficiently larce

to warrant characlerizazilon of nroject management at Defese Agency level.

ke T
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CHARTERING PROJECT MANAGzZRS WITHIN DEFEZNSE
AGE.\CIES RATIER T:HAN MILITARY DEPARTMEINT3I:

WAY AND WHY NOT

Introluction
A

The characterization of a project manager in tne Department of Defense
presented to program awnagesment course ’4-1 by tne staff and faculty of the
Defense Systems [anageasent Schoosl nas bean one of a =military officer within

ons of the three .ilitary Departuents with policies and procedires varying

3
among these Departments. Tne Departient of DJefense has increasinzly cen-
tralized gontrol and enl:rged the staff responsive to tne 0ffice o t:e
Secretary of Defense since Secretary liclla.ara. Concentration of integra-

tive effort at a level responsive 1irectly to 0SD rather tian tirough ser-

.

vics secrotaries has resulled in sctablisihzent of leflense ‘gencies and nu-

mairous otuer srouns whose cnaln of coimand is elther directly to <ie Cffice

o

oL

\

the Cecreiary of Defeuse or L rougn tn: Joint Z lers o7 3Staff to t:ie
office of lie Secretary of Defense witnout supervision by ilitary Dapart-
rent Healinnarters., Tne roles of these agencles ure to intecrate efforts
{

of the ilitary 2eoirt.onts ani all other Lepartnt o Dofense actisitins

irca partic lar o' netional area Loward the ac iavesant of Jepartwent of
-efense coulse 1 Interitive roles of U ese Lelense Azeacies woald ave

1Y

o~

pear to ..ake use o project atnage.ant tec.nlgues ani appointment of project

manisers Within tarse agencies comon. nis lealds ono to consider *he

- (1)



possibility of a n.mber of project maragers w:.o are not subject to the
policies ani procedures of any of the individual services, 3nd seek a basis
for coaparing tiewx to their counterparts within ilitary Departnents.

The purpose of this study is to investigate the rationale used for

establisiing project managers at Defense Agencies ratsec than witain
}dlitary Departuents.

In order to answer this question, t.ree speciiic tasks were undertaien:
(1) Identification of project managers at Defense Agencies; (2) Identifi-
cation of reasons for and against establishing s:en managers wit:in Defense
Agencies ratier than within ¥ilitary Devartments; and (3) Identification
of probleas encountered Dy trese Doef=nse Agency project managers.,

Key ternms used in thils stdy are defined as follows:

Dafense Aconev:  ‘n agency wiich re-orts to the Joint Chiefls of sStaff

or Cffice of © » Jecratary of Defense.  arples are tle Defe.ce Zoriuni-

catlons Agercy, DJefense 3upply Agency “nd National Jec ity Azency,

~

wilitary Dunirt ent: The '3 Army, 73 Navy or U3 Alr Force.

Project llzaager: W\ person wao is assigned astaority ind responoiiil-

ity for in-egration ol tie resources, scredile, ani tecardesl cerforuance
of a .ajor project, s .te., or nro;ra.. Thls *tors is used to refler to
officials w.oce title may 'e nrouran =an-ger, systens owrozraw office
ddructor or a si.dlar witle as well us tnose wrose of ficial titly is
project managor,

Major Dafance ‘veet 4 weanons or Zefance gapvort systen which

exceods %0 -dlliocn Zollars in 00 T costs, 200 .1llion dollurs in

(2)



production costs or otnerwise meets the criteria for a major program as
defined by Dol Directive 5000.1 (1;:1)1 .
The study was undertaken with ‘wo ascumptions: (1) that project

managers for major defense systems are chartered or otherwlse clearly

designated; and (2) that the numter of major program managers at Defense
Agencles is sufficiently large to warrant characterizaticn of project
managerment at Defense Agency level vers: ' Military Departaent level in
terms of their characteristic mode of uperation, probleiis encountered
and types of successes and failures.

Metnodology used ﬁas as follows: (1) The Defense Nocumentation
Center was queried for docu.onts pertaining to project wanzgers at Defense
Agencies or other activities at the level of the Joint Cniefs of Staff or
office of the Secretary of Defense; (2) O0Officials at the Office of the
Secretary ¢: Delense were queried concerning vroject managers in Defense
Agencies; (3) 0Officials a* tle Defense Intelligence Agency, Defense 3Sup-
ply Ageacy, Delense Wiclear igency and Naticnal Security Azency were queried
concernin: project managers in Defense Azercies; (4) Detailed discussions
were held with officials at the Defense Communicaticns Agency concerning

project management within the Azency; (5) Officials a* t-e Office ol t e

.
:
A

secretary ol Derense, Department ol trhe Ar.y, Chief of 3taff of tle ir

Furce, Aroy Jatera:l Corvoand and Adr Force ystens Zo..ouinl were q.eried on

a non-attribution basls concerning the effectiveness of Dcfense Agency

s project managewen®.

Tris mataiice will be used t roughout tais Ttuly Renort for sowces
e’ quotatisis i . jor referencas.  The first nu. o er lo ot sourcs listed
in te "itliocrar 0 T a cecond nryer i ‘o pigm in tr e reference,

o ant e

(3) \
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Tﬁis study is organized as follows: Chapter Two provides the resulis
of efforts to ldentify project nanagers in Defense Agenciest Chapter Three
presents rationale for chartering project managers at Defense Agencies,
Chapter Four treats problems which have arisen in the project identified
in Chapter Two. Chapter Five summarizeé findings an& conclusions.

Training in project ranagership has been provided by the Defense
Systens Management School faculty at Defense Agency level (Commaander =
Grant - National Security Agency). Records of ctartered prograwm marnagers
are saintainsd by the Defense Systeris Manage..ent School staff. No resvarch
addressing the feasibility of chartering oroject managers for wajor defense

systems al Defense Agencies could be located from any source.

(%)
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IDENTIFYING PROJZCT MANAGERS 4IT..IN JEFENSE AGENCIES

A search through Defense Documentatiun lenter data records revealed

no charters for Defense Agency project manigers.
Telephionic contact with tae 0ffice o¢ * .o %ecratary of Defense pro-
- vided the following information: (1) Ali o.s3 tre basic mission of
each Defense Agency places it in an inte-ra‘'ive role, virtually every major
program has been assigned by the Agencies * one of the !ilitary Departmentis.
(2) Defenss Agencies thexselves are in - : test position to describe

: their project management actions. (3) 7T-e 7ffice of the Secretary of

Defense looks to the Defense Systers ifana -~ .~nt 32 o0l as a repository

of records and data on locations and funct::ns o project managers.

Telephonic contact with the Defense I:.ellijance Agency, Defense iluclear

+ it e

Agency ani dational Security Agency i.icitw: t oo following: (1) None of
these Agencies nad preject manapers woise o) :3%3 could be discussed
without soecial access secirity seaswas. ..) ajor projects were pursued
within the :utiority of the Agency's "o wrter?® (a Zepurtm-nt of Defense

i . birective assigninz the Agency rission, 7.n:7lons, authority and responsi-
bility) ratner % an a specific ca:rter °u .n iniividual project manager.

{ (3) In nearly every case, -ilitary 2« -r’ -~'8 ars assined specific

#

projact mamazesent resoonsibilii-s o o0 0T T InTls, (%) o Acency

ma jor defense systew project manaor co-:i ¢ dientifled,

L d
A
P4

Telepnone contact wit: the Defexie . 1y ‘¢ency indicated that major R

projects are nor.ally assisned to a s.n’.e “°T¥ITA Wih t.e project sanager 7Y

4 2 o TR B, R IR LR
> b i e e .
;: .
-

- (5)
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in that service coordinating total requirements and development of the
project throughout the Department of Defense with the staff® of the Defense
Supply Agency monitoring his progress, No Agency major defense system
project manager could be identified.

The Defense Communications Agency provided the following information:
(1) One project mancger is currently chartered within the Agency: the
Defense Sateliite Communications Program Phase II Project Manager., His
charter (2:211) was issued under the provisions of Department of Jefense
Directive 5010.14 dated 1965 (3:all) and has not been updated since DoD-
Directive 5000.1 supérceded 5010.14 (Jul 71). The project nanager named
in the charter has been replaced. The charter's language i1s considered
to be broad enouga to negute a raauirement for update. The project man-
ager's chain of command is as follows: Dew:ty Director, Planz and Prograns,
Defense Co ..uunications Agency; Director, Defense Comi-unications Ageney;
Joint Cniefs of Staff (Primary interface is with tre Director, Communications-
Zlectronics, J-6); and 0°fice of the Secretary of Defense (Pri.ury interface
is with “he Director, lelecommunications Co.uauni and Comtirol 3Syste.s,
formerly tne Assistant Secretary of Defense, Telecomsunications)e Tue
earth terainal sutsyster of the Jefense Satellite Communications “ystem
is the responéi%ility of the Aray Zatellite Co .uniecations Azency, irmy
Slzctronies Zo.oiiand, Ay ateriel Coovna, onerating under a projmct
managenent charter (4:all). Tae spice sibsystem of the D3C3 is tne res-
ponsibility of tue Space and Mlssile Syste.is Organization, Alr Force ‘ysteuns

2o .mind, oper~tine unier a Procra:: Manaze:ent Uirective (5:all).

A
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(2) Project managers for the Automatic Voice Yetwork (AUTOVON) ard Automatic
Digital Network (AUTODIN) were formérly chartered within th‘Agency, but these
systems have moved past procurement into their operational phases. The
Agency has used its cnarter (6:all) as authority for its integrative role
in othef defsense systers rather than issuing a separate charter for e2ch
individual who perforus the functions of a project manager.

Inquiries throughout the Defense Systems Management School faculty and
staff identified no major defense system project managers outside Military

Departagnts. Tuere are several exaiples on project managers in one ¥ili-

‘tary Department who develop and/or field a systeu in coordinatiocn with

Defence Agencles and other Military Denartnents witc their c.ain of com.and
througn their service secretary, but no major systea project managers above

Military Department level.

o graepema e
"v -
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CHAPTER THREE

RATIONALE FOR CHARTERING PROJECT MANAGERS AT DEFENSE AGENCIES

Rationale for caartering a brojact manager at a Defense Agency may

be grouped into tiree categories: (1) A project manager at an Agency

has a broader view; (2) A project manager at an Agency has fewer nrocedural
! hurdles between ni.self and Office of the Secretary o Defense decision
. -makers; and (3) Appointment of a vrogram manager for a project waica is

an inherent responsi®ility of an agency within that Agency avoids frag-

menting management responsibilitiss,

CrRTEEeL AT A

Rationale for requiring 211 project manacers to be witiin Military

B

. Departients may he zrouped into two categories: (1) Aopointing project

ranagers in Defense ‘gencies is likely to res:1t in failure to utilize the

(s
03

e siructure and expertiss in syste:s acouisiticn gained by the Milit:sry

Departments; and (2} Streaalined coordinition channels ean res:lt in
incouplete coordination.

Proporents ol c.artasring project aanagers at Defense Agency level

point out tae uroader view at t.at level in terus of planning and indif-

AL et

.

fereace L> interservice rivalry.

5 . An exarple o tiis broider view of planninz is tie slaff rela-ionship
d ! N
{i E of L e projeet mana—er in t e Dafense Cowunicitions .\zency o the staff
3 =
g 4 plinners lliere, ¢l L ilitury Deparcvconts ani Delence hgencies have access
L .
! to and base olins on tae Join® Intellipgence “stimate for Planning (JIEP),
E Joint L n:-Ranze Z.'i:ative Intellience Cocument (JLREID), Join-. Lang-
L4

‘ Rangs Stratezie Study (JIR:T), Joint Stra ecic Ovjoutives Plan {(J3OF),

o ol i iy s a N " kel PRI X i e ARed .
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Joint Stratezic Capabilities Plan (JSCP) and Join. Research and Developmsnt
Objectives Document (JRDCD). Pased on these plans and documerts, the
-

Defense Cosuiunications Agency plans to provide for tne evolutionary Je-
velopment and improvsaent of the Defense Comcunica:ions System (which
includes the Defanss Satellite Communications “ystew) within national and
Defense Department objectives. Tnis is planning wnich includes resources
of the three :ilitary Departments in the functional area of telecommunications.

Short ter. »lauiing, essentially a dynaxic communications reguairesents
wodel, 1s continuously in process based on day-to-day changes in user
telecommunica iions requirements. Subsystem/project plans covering a 0-35
yeur tiue [rara ire lie backbone of near terw Agency planning. These
subsystem/projsct nl ns adiress a sinzle projszt or rel-ted zroup of
projects, considering fuﬁding, schedule, responsitilities, etc. They are
normally used Tor .inor telecocanicstliosns projects as defined in 29D
Dirsctive 4630.1 (7:1). Long ters »l:inning Tor teleco.munica*ions rejuire-
ments satisfaction cilrinates in a xnulti-voln~e docurant known as the

~iecn addrasses olanning factors (:.id.nze,

<

Defense Corminications Iystem Plan t
objectives, eic), tae present Defense Cowaunications “ysteu (0C3), the future
DCS, reauired research and development and near term lmprove-ents. T2 olan-
aing schedul= is in consonnance witi the Departuent o Defense Planninz,
Pro;raumin; «rd Tulceting Systea 2s well ac tne cycle for the Joint nlans
cited above,

Tue interaciirn tetween planners for the DCS and the project manazer

for tre Defense Sctelli-e Zom.unications “yste. is continuous. Phasing

-

(9) °

—— |

.
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of short term req.irements utilizing .ne existing satellite system are
impacted by R2D Lesting for the new Piase II systew., Near <¢erm req.ire-
aent satisfaclion zust be zeared 15 l.aproving systew capability. Iong
term and R%D requiremenfs drive satellite system technical performance
requirements as well os Leing driven by tae success of tae program manager
in integrating cost, scied:le, and technical performance of the system.
This interaction is enhanced by both planning and project management
functions bei.g siructured organizationally in.the saxe directorate of the
Defense Comaunications Agency.

Although the projéct mrnager himself is normally a menber of one of
the p{ilitary Departiments, .1s vosition in the Agency's structure forces
him to treat inter-service rivalry witn indifference. In the case of t.e
Defense Satellite Couﬁunications System progras manager, he is a Navy 06.
and reports to an Air rforce 07 wao reports to an Aray 08, In addition to
this organizational structure incentive, tie project wanager nmust depend
on funds being luade available in more than one !dlitary Dep.irtuent budg:t
without whlch nis vroject caanot possibly succeed.

Despite nrocedures establisned within each service to expeditie coordi-
nation on projﬁcﬁ managerent actions, project wmaragers in Military Zepart-
sents are usunlly required to brief and coordin+te s:ch actions throur-
Ce...odity or sys o o5 diviiion 1o 01, nmateriel or systoos coooand level
ani depzrtrent headquarters/service secretary lavel prior "o coordinztion

at Office of the Secretary of Defense level, In ccntrast the ro.te o the

oifice of ihe Sacretary of DJefense Sor a projest zu:-7er 2l ‘he Dele:nse

- (10)
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Communications Agency, for example, is tarsugh the Agency Director and

Joint Chiefs of Staff. It is recoghized, however, that successful project
-

managers usually thoroughly cqordinate their actions regardless of their

position in the organizatiosnal structure.

Defénse Agencies have heen estarlished at a level in the Department of
Defense organizationzl hierarchy wnich ennances their responsiveness to
the Joint Chiefs of Staff and Secretary of Defense., They have been assigned
integrative mission which normally require thsu to integrate a function in
all three .ilitary Jepart..ents as well as olier Departuent o’ Defense
activities. If a project manager is cuartered to manace one of thaese
functions, nis resvonsibilitly and the responsibility of the Agency assigned
the function overlap. If the project manager is not located within the
Agency's organizational structiure, then .1e hiecarc y in w ich he is as-
signed :ast assuae requnsibility for management of ~is Tunction., This,
of course, lecds to both duplication of effort between the program nanaser's
hierarcny and the \gency's hierarchy and fragments manageren® of the
function.

Since nearly 21l tne chirtered major defense systez project managers are
stractured within the Military ODenartuents, it would anvear thot the oulk
-of tie experience, oxpertise and proced.res reguired to insure good project
sanigerent in tie Jooart eat ol S2fense are concentrated in the Military
Departoents, To crarier a sajor defense sysitea oroject mnager in a Je-
fense A ency would be to i.apose his project on a management structure with,

at test, & mion lovwer voluae of rajor sysis: project maragement d-y-to-day

- (11)
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business, and experience. It should be remembered, ‘owever, that Defense
Agency military personnel are drawn from ilitary Departments amd that a
portion of the expertise and experience of eacn ilitary Department is

therefore available to eich Defense igency.

The streamnlined coordination route froa a Defense Agency to tne Depart-
4 ment o Defense can counter the advantage of expeditious processing wita a

, disadvantige of ULynaissed experiise and cieck and bzlance procedures rejuired

T AR 0

witain *ilitary Jeosrtments. Waile the action may get to trne Office of tie
€ y g

Secretary of Defense sooner for a decision from a Defense Agency, an impor-

tant point or conflict could well be missed wrie~ wo.ild Have ~eéen caugh”

¥ in tre [ilitary Departaent review orocess.

C The suumation of this rationale appears to be that a preject manager
should be placed at a Defense sgency only if his finction directly over-

laps tno ‘geney'!s funclion, and managenent fragmentxtion.ani/or service

i rivalry w»>uld result {rom his establiscwent witein a Yilitary Denartnent,
Defense :gency Project sanagers it1st insure completed coorlination tc pre-

l clude probleas wilch ..ignl olierwise go .nizentified antil tieir rectification

is impossible or extre.sly Jdifficult.
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CHAPTER FOUR

DEFENSZ AGENCY PRCJZCT MANAGEMENT PROZLEMS

Msed on the sa-ple size of one Defense Agency project manager, the
Defense Satellite Commuhications System Project Manager at the Defense
Communications Agency, problems may be grouped as follows: (1) Cost
growth; (2) Schedule slip; (3) Technical perforrmance; and (&) Political.

Addressing these proble:1s in reverse order, perhaps the volitical prob-
leus encountered bty the project were awong the first major ones. Hurdles
were: 'Jay can't tne Decvartrment of Defense lease the satellite service it
requires commercially? (hardening, anti-jam, control of earth ter .inals,
special noles of operation); Why can't t.e Departumznt of Defense lease
satellites or satellite transponders and develop only earth terninals?
(same as above) .hy can't the Dapartuent o Defense lease sarth terminals
rather than buy them? (sa:ie as above) ‘re we fuslering silitary cowpetition
with industry? (“resident “ixon: "“he Uefense 3atellite Communications
Prograr is unique and vital to tre nation"). Trzse poliiical proble.s
woald hava prodbably beset t.e progran rec.:lless ol the location o tie
project manager in t'.e organizational structure,

Technical parforrance of tne initial system (Shase I) was li.dted try
the nuw' er anl ai:lity o7 available channels, low reliability of e:rth
arsinals, ot 1l teotions of snteilice cownil o hitices, e Lome o8 o
Puase II sitellites i.proved g.ality and sitsllite vailability for a short
period, but botn satellites eventuilly fuiled. Two> additional satellirtes,

recently liuncned after a delay for incectivatlion of t.e rezson Tor t.e
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failure of the first two satellites, are performing well. Tarth terminals

are being modified to improve reliatility, :nd in some cases, replaced.
Technical perforrance of the earth terwinal and space subsystems are the
responsibility of project managers in the Army and Air Torce, and cannot
be cited As totally the responsibility of the DefenselAgency project

- WA QAZEr.

:operational requirements, etc.
All tne above problems nave probatly impacted on cost growth. Cost
ceilings were changed by the Deputy Secretary of Defense in May 1970

( 8:1), and may require further adjustment.

(14)

Schedule slips have Leen attributed to technical perforimance probleuas,
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CHAPTER FIVE
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

'

~ .
Chartered Project anagers for major defense systems are alinost ex-

clusively located within the Doﬁ organiza.ional strcture at Military
Department level. |
While project uwanagement is practiced at Defense Agencies it is
characteristically done without a formal charter. rajor systeus acquisition
"responsibility is assizned by Defense Agencies to a 'filitary Departaent.
The one chartersd project menager identified at a Defense Agency, ‘he
Project ianager for ti.e Deferise Satellite Comuunications Frogram, Phase II

at tre Defense Co..iunications Agency hiss cogent reasons for his position
in the organizational structure, and integrates the efforts of project
managers in two services who manage subsystems of the Defense Satellite
Cecn.unications ‘ystem.’D

The cost, sco2d.le, tachrical perfor. incs prodlens W ichk Leset tne
Defense 3atellite Cow.inications Program are not the res)ilt, directly,
o7 placing the project -anager at Defense lzency level, and cannot le
compared with otrer si.ilar project managers since there are none.

‘This stuly s stown that nroject sunagers in Jefense ‘sencies «re
difficilt to iden: ily. JAnseares tp tie thi dollire cxunended Ly Defence

Vs
+

‘gencles to snaecivic vrojects ir YL yleld ivteresti - res . 1ts, Yt owould

v

orotably rezulre 1 .. ¢ core Jdetiiied, wuldit orisntad effort than Woid
be possiile witl. Defense 3ystens -anagemsnt School manpower and tine

constrain:s.
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Thls study has shown that the nunber of identifiable major d<fense

system project managers at Defense Agenclies ic not sufficié;tly large to
warrant characterization of prbject management at Defense Agency level
versus (ilitary departaent level in terms of tneir cnar.cteristic .oie of
operation, .robleas encountered, and their i soes of successes ani failures.
The primiry use foreseen for tanls study is as backgroind for Defense
Systems Managemen: Sc'.00l instructors in the early portion of the QOverview
of Systems Acquisition Management co:urse where the project ranager's po-
sition in the Milita:y Departrent and Department o Defense organizational

structure is addressed.
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